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with the stiiituli which will provide a basis for his response to it. These stimuli are extremely varied ranqinq from .specific cues provided by the task itself such as the presence of a piece of equipment on bis workbench which needs to be assembled to subtJo cues from co-workers who feel he gets along ''too well" with their supervisor. Once the individual has decided what behavior he wants to display, he still may not be able to display it. There may be constraints on his behavior which do not allow the intended behaviors to be exhibited. These constraints may be part of the job environment (such as a machine which breaks down) or they may be within the individual-e.g., the individual wants to perform some behavior, but he just doesn't have the ability to do this. Ilgen and Gunn (in press) agreed that individuals who expected to do poorly should perform worse them those who expect to do well, but to issue with why this occurs. They stated that it was unnecessary to make the counterintuitive argument that those with low expectations like to do poorly in order to maintain a consistent self-concept. They argued that a more parsimonious explanation for the lower performance was that of self-fulfilling prophesy;
those who expect to do poorly put in less effort and consequently do not perform well. However, if given the choice of low or high performance, those with low expectations would still prefer the higher level.
To test the above assuiqptions, Ilgen and Gunn used the classical paradi -^ for this type of research which creates expectations for low or high performance and follows it with either low or high performance, creating four cells in a 2 x 2 design-(1) expect low -receive low, (2) expect low -receive high, (3) expect high -receive high, (4) expect high -receive low. Instead of measuring only performance, they also measured satisfaction with performance.
As predicted, the results showed that high performance was prefered to low perfomance regardless of expected performance. Although the previous performance effects were not replicated, the results were in the predicted direction. Furthermore, since the affect responses were opposite the performance trends, the failure to replicate the performance effects did not invalidate the conclusion that low performance is an undesirable state regardless of expectations. The results were discussed in light of a modified consistency viewpoint.
